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Revolution and Counter-Revo lution in. Russia ~ 
| 4 by David Ross | 


Revolutionary parties are net fountains of wisdom. Nor are they divine messengers 
who are ever and always right on each and every question. These parties do make 
mistakes. They are revolutionary because they are able to’ lead the working class 
forward in spite of these mistakes and in so doing to correct these mistakes 
along the way. The Bolshevik Party was such a party. It was not perfect. In 
fact, even in leading the only successful proletarian revolution to date the 
Bolshevik Party made mistakes. Some of these mistakes were of a quite serious 
nature and helped to lay the basis for the degeneration of the Russian Revolu- 
tion and the restoration of capitalism. | | 


The fundamental mistake made by the Bolsheviks in their struggle for state power 
was on the agrarian question. The Stalinists have attacked Trotsky consistent- 
ly for "underestimating the peasantry." On the contrary,Trotsky, far from “un- 
derestimating the peasantry," overestimated the peasantry. Since Russia was a 
backward country with a large rural population and a small working class, the 
Bolsheviks saw it necessary to win over the bulk of the peasantry, i.e. the | 
poor peasants to the side of the working class. However, there were two ways 

to go about this. The Bolsheviks chose the wrong way and suffered from it in 
years to come. The correct revolutionary socialist way to win over the peasantry 
was to go.to the poor peasants with the demand of expropriating the landlords 
and wealthy peasants and placing the land under the control of the Soviets of 
Workers' and Poor Peasants' Deputies. A consistent struggle around this agrar~ 
ian program would have raised the consciousness of the poor peasants (many of 
whom were actually agricultural proletarians) to the level or close to the 

level of the industrial proletariat. : 


The Bolsheviks, however, shied away from this albeit difficult struggle. In- 
stead, at Trotsky's urging they chose to cater to the backward prejudices of 

the peasants and their desire for their own land. The thesis was that after the 
peasants had their own land they would see how much better it was to collecti- 
vize. While this might have occurred in an advanced capitalist country with a 
small peasantry and well-developed industry, such was not the case in the Soviet 
Union. Industry in Russia was weak to begin with and greatly weakened by the 
first Imperialist World War and by the Red-White "Civil" War. Far from showing 
the peasants the necessity to collectivize, events strengthened the peasants’ — 
desire for private property. 


Along with this failure to break the peasantry from their bourgeois conscious 
ness was the more important aspect of this incorrect course. It played into — 
the hands of the kulaks and middle peasants, who snatched up land right and left 
and established themselves as the embryo of an agricultural bourgeoisie. It 
was in response to the revolt of these elements and their attempt to starve out 
the industrial working class in the cities that the Bolshevik Party capitulated 
to capitalism in 1921 with the NEP. 


Rosa Luxemburg wrote in her essay The Russtan Revotution on precisely this 
question. While Luxemburg thought the Bolshevik policy to be a correct one 
tactically, she pointed out that the policy had two sides to it, which the Bol- 
sheviks failed to see clearly. We feel that it was this negative side which 
far outweighed the brief tactical achievement of "binding the peasantry to 

the revolutionary government." For in fact, the peasants were only bound for 
as long as the Bolsheviks continued to cater to their needs. With the intro- 
duction of measures like War Communism which were beneficial to the working 
class in carrying out the “civil" war, at the expense of the peasantry, the 


peasants broke their bonds and in many cases directly, and in most cases in- 
directly supported the camp of reaction and the Counter-revolution. As we are 
in essential agreement with Luxemburg's criticism of the Bolsheviks’ land po~ 
licy, we will quote extensively from that section of her essay: 


A socialist government which has come to power must in any event do one 
thing: it must take measures which lead in the direction of that fun- 
damental prerequisite for a later socialist reform of agriculture; it 
must at least avoid everything which may bar the way to those measures. 


Now the slogan launched by the Bolsheviks, immediate seizure and dis- 

tribution of the land by the peasants, necessarily tended in the oppo- 
site direction. Not only is it not a socialist measure; it even cuts 

off the way to such measures; it piles up insurmountable obstacles to 

the socialist transformation of agrarian relations. 


The seizure of the landed estates by the peasants according to the 
short and precise slogan of Lenin and his friends -- "Go and take the 
land for yourselves" -- simply led to the sudden, chaotic ee 
of large landowtership into peasant ownership. What was created is not 
social property but a new form of private property, namely, the break~ 
ing up of large estates into medium and small estates, or relatively 
advanced units of production into primitive small units which operate 
with technical means from the time of the Pharaohs. 


Nor is that all! Through these measures and the chaotic and purely 
arbitrary manner of their execution, differentiation in landed property, 
far from being eliminated, was further sharpened. Although the Bol- 
sheviks called upon the peasantry to form peasant committees so that . 
the seizure of the nobles’ estates might, in some fashion, be made in- 
to a collective act, yet it is clear that this general advice could 
not change anything in the real practice and relations of power on the 
land. With or without committees, it was the rich peasants and usurers 
who made up the village bourgeoisie possessing the actual power i 
their hands in every Russian village, that surely became the chie 
beneficiaries of the agrarian revolution. Without being there to see, 
any one can figure out for himself that in the course of the distri- 
bution of the land, social and economic inequality among the peasants 
was not eliminated but rather increased, and that class antagonisms 
were further sharpened. This shift of power,. however, took place to 
the disadvantage of the interests of the proletariat and of socialism. 
Formerly, there was only a small caste of noble and capitalist landed 
proprietors and a small minority of rich village bourgeoisie to oppose 
a socialist reform on the land. And their expropriation by a revo- 
lutionary mass movement of the people is mere child's play. But now, 
after the "seizure," as an opponent of any attempt at socialization of 
agrarian production, there is an enormous, newly developed and power- 
ful mass of owning peasants who will defend their newly won property 
with tooth and nail against every socialist attack. The question of 
the future socialization of agrarian economy -- that is, any sociali- 
zation of production in general in Russia -- has now become a question 
of opposition and of struggle between the urban proletariat and the - 
mass of the peasantry. How sharp this antagonism has already become 
is shown by the peasant boycott of the cities, in which they withhold 
the means of existence to carry on speculation in them, in quite the a 
same way as the Prussian Junker does. 

(Rosa, Luxemburg Speaks, pp. 376-7, 2.1.0.) 


Although the Bolsheviks called upon the peasants to simply take the land in 
order to win them to support for the Revolution, the actual program of the 
Soviet government was more in favor of the working class and socialization. The 
Decree on the Land passed October 26 (November 8), 1917 read in part: 


4. The following peasant Mandate, compiled by the Iszvestia of 

the All-Russtan Soviet of Peasants' Deputies from 242 local peasant 
mandates and published in No. 88 of the Izvestia (Petrograd, No. 88, 
August 19, 1917) shall serve everywhere to guide the implementation of 
the great land reforms until a final decision on | ER latter is taken 
by the Constituent Assembly. 

(A Documentary History of Communism, Vol. I. ed. R. Vv. Daniels, 

p. eee) 


Of course; the Constituent Alsembly being dispersed shortly after its 
convocation did not make any decisions. The proposal for settlement of the 
land question put.forward in the Peasant Mandate could be summed up in its 
first two paragraphs: 


1)Private ownership of land shall be abolished for ever; land shall 
not be sold, purchased, leased, mortaged, or otherwise alienated. 


All land, whether state, appanage, crown, monasterial, church, 
factory, primogenitary, private, public, peasant, etc., shall'be alten- 
ated without compensation and become the property of the whole 
people, and. pass into the use of all those who cultivate ats 
(Ibtd.:, p. 121) 


However, the Soviets were unable to carry out their proposals. As the 

Civil War loomed on the horizon, the Proletarian Dictatorship was forced to 
turn its major focus of attention toward waging a struggle against the counter- 
revolutionary armies being organized by the White reactionaries and their 
imperialist backers. Thus, the upper strata of the peasantry were able to 

get a foothold and begin their development into a bourgeois strata which would, 
along with the nepmen crush the dictatorship in 1921. 


Industry was not immediately nationalized with the October insurrection. In 
early 1918 Waclaw Machajski wrote in "Workers Revolution" calling upon the 
Soviet government to nationalize major industry under workers' control. 

This was finally carried out in the middle of 1918. However, as with the 

land question, the Soviet government was beset with problems concerning the 
development of industry. Although Russian industry was greatly concentrated 
and due to its recent development was blessed with the most modern techniques 
developed in the West, Russia was still a backward country. Its industry had 
not yet developed to the scale of even the weakest of the imperialist 
countries. Not only was the Russian economy backward to begin with, but it 

had suffered greatly during the First Imperialist Worid War. Thus in order to ~ 
raise industry above even its pre-war level would have taken an intensive 
effort on the part of the Soviet government. However, this was impossible to do 
as it was necessary to direct the vast bulk of the dictatorship's energies 
toward the mobilization against the War of the Counter-revolution. 


Writing in April, i918 before the revival of armed struggle the Left Communists 
of the Bolshevik Party put forth the following program for the Russian economy: 


The administration of enterprises must be placed in the hands of 
mixed collegia of workers and technical personnel, under the control 


and direction of the local economic councils. All economic life 
must be subordinated to the organized influence of these councils, 
which are chosen by the workers without the participation of the 
“privileged elements," but with the participation of the unions 
of the technical and Benyner personnel of the enterprises. 


No capitulation to the bourgeoisie and its petty~bourgeois intellectual 
henchmen, but the finishing off of the bourgeoisie. and the final 
smashing of sabotage. Final liquidation of the counterrevoultiona 
press and counterrevolutionary bourgeois organizations. Introduction 
of labor duty for skilled specialists and intellectuals; organization 
of consumption communes; limitation of consumption by the well-to- 
classes and confiscation of their surplus possessions. In the 
village, organization of pressure by the poorest. peasants on the 
rich ones, the development of large-scale social agriculture, and 
the support of forms of working the land by the poorest. peasants 
in the transition to social farming... 

(Ibid. , PP- 155- 156): 













We agree with this program in its nr positions. In fact, the 1919 
program of the Bolshevik Party read in part: — 


The es apparatus of social production must primarily sete : 
upon the trade unions, These unions must to an increasing extent 
free themselves from craft bonds. They must be transformed into 
huge productive. unities, enrolling the majority of the workers, 
and in due time all the workers, in the respective branches of 
production 


Inasmuch as the trade unions are already (as specified in the laws of 
the Soviet Republic and as realized in practice) participants in 
all the local and central organs administering industry, they must 
proceed to the practical concentration into their own hands of the work 
of administration in the whole economic life of the country, 
making this their unified economic aim. Thus protecting the 
indissoluble union between the central State authority, the national 
economy, and the broad masses of the workers, the trade unions mus 
in the fullest possible measure induce the workers to participate 
directly in the work of economic administration. The participatio 
of the trade unions in the conduct of economic life, and the 
involvement by them of the broad masses of the people in this work 
would appear at the same time to be our chief aid in the campaign 
against the bureaucratization of the economic apparatus of the 
Soviet Power. This will also facilitate the establishment of an 
effective popular control over the results of pee onan 

(The ABC of Communtsm, p. wat) 


However, with the coming of the War of the Counter-Revolution, large~sc 
production almost came to a standstill. The bulk of the working class 
into the Red Army and many factories were forced to stand idle. Thus, 
Bolshevik program for management of large-scale industry was one which 
based upon workers democracy and class struggle policies against the te 
toward bureaucratization, there was no large-scale industry to speak of 
administrate, and along with = that, no workers in the factories to aamte 
it. 


During the war the Soviet economy all but collapsed: As we stated, larg 
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industry was practically at a standstill. The bulk of production was agricultural. 
During this period the Soviet government instituted "War Communism." Under 
War Communism, the surplus product of the peasantry was confiscated to feed the 


_. detachments of the Red Army and to feed those workers who remained in the 


“leities. This confiscation of the agrarian surplus led to the disillusionment 
of many of the peasants with the Soviet government. Many peasants stopped 
producing a surplus or attempted to hide it so as to sell it on the Black 
_Market. The developing kulak class was beginning to feel its oats and begin 
its struggle to overthrow the proletarian dictatorship. Many look back on 

War Communism as a major error on the part of the Bolsheviks. However, in 
actuality it was the best ‘possible course given the objective situation. 
Bolshevik errors during this period lie not with their economic portey but with 
their military policy. 


The Bolsheviks made two mistakes in relation to military policy during the. 
1918-1920 war. The first was the dispensation with the election of officers. 
The second was the overuse of military specialists from the Tsarist officer 
corps. While it is true that these mistakes did not lead to the defeat of the 
Soviet Republic in the war, it did not aid in the development of the proletariat. 
Since the working class suffers educationally and otherwise under capitalisn, 
it is necessary when the proletariat seized power for the vanguard of the class 
to do everything possible to raise the level of the proletariat in order for it 
to stand more firmly now that it is off its knees and on its feet. Thus, the 
educational and developmental aspect which election of proletarian officers to. 
head the proletarian army units would have afforded, was missing from the Red 
Army. . 


Secondly, we do not-oppose the use of military specialists in the military 
efforts of ‘the Soviet Republic. It would be absurd not to put their technical 
military knowledge (which in itself is socially and politically neutral) in the 
service of the proletarian dictatorship, just as it is absurd not to use the 
technical knowledge of the intelligentsia and managerial strata in industry. The 
problem comes with the way these specialists were used. Control of the military 
units of the Red Army was of a dual character; the military specialists handled 
military affairs and Soviet commissars handled political and morale questions 

and kept an eye on the specialists to maintain their "loyalty" to the new — 
regime. We disagree with this use of military specialists. On the contrary we 
feel that specialists. should only be used in an advisory capacity on the battle- 
fronts and as instructors in the drill camps. The final military decisions 
should have been in the hands of the elected officers of the various military _ 
units. While it is true that the final major decisions and the right to veto any 
local decision rested in the hands of the Revolutionary Military Council of the 
Soviet Government, this power should have rested with the Soviet representa- 
tives (and only the Soviet representatives, not half and half) all down the 

line from central army staff to platoon. 


While we maintain these criticisms with the Soviet anaes policy, we would not 
have stood with the Military opposition or with the guerilla bands who fought 


both the Red Army and the White Army. The program of the Military Opposition, with .. 


the exception of their support to the election of officers, was not a program 

of proletarian class struggle, but a program of petty-bourgeois peasant anarchism 
which if adopted would have led to the defeat of the proletarian dictatorship 

in 1918 or at the latest 1919. What precisely was this program which the 
Military Opposition held was ‘the proletarian method of struggle? Its basic planks 
were: election of officers; nouse of military specialists; no military 
discipline; no centralized army, instead use decentralized militia units; no 


use of position warfare, instead use guerilla warfare. This miasma of 
petty-hourgeots crap was supposed to maintain the proletarian dictatorship ‘in 
power! First, we agree with the election of officers. Second, we have 

stated our position on the use of military specialists. To oppose any use of 
specialists is to put forward a Savonarolaesque concept of burning the books. 
Perhaps we should also do away with the technology developed under capitalism? 
(This is not to infer that any comrades of the Military Opposition held this 
position, but it makes as much sense as the one they did hold). Thirdly, we 
can not have an army without military discipline. Anyone who thinks otherwise 
is a petty-bourgeois pipe dreamer. This goes along with the attack on central- 
ized armies and position warfare as being bourgeois. Allow us to point out 

to any who uphold decentralization, lack of discipline, and guerilla tactics 

as proletarian as opposed to the bourgeois concept of discipline in ac ntral- 
ized army fighting with position warfare, that one of the most obvious examples 
of this very concept which our so-called proletarian democrats put forwa 
being the antithesis of bourgeois militarism was the American bourgeots 
Revolution of 1776. The American bourgeoisie needed no proletarian Frun 
Smirnovs, Voroshilovs or Cohn-Bendits to tell them how to fight a war. 
Perhaps if the Military Opposition had studied American history they wou 












thing left: militant pacifism a la Gandhi- 


A final point on guerilla warfare. Guerilla warfare is a tactic. Ins 
instances and under some conditions it is the best tactic to use. Howe 
under other circumstances and conditions position warfare might be more 
ful. For anyone to elevate one over the other as a strategy is to doom 
as a military strategist. 


success~ 
oneself 


Finally there are those who would propose following the path of Makhno 
organizing independently of both the Red and White Armies and strugglin 
against both. We can only point out that while these independent milit 
not be collaborating with the White army they would in fact be objectiv 
counter-revolutionary and would have to be suppressed. If independent 

militias were organized during the civil war in the United States and s 
against both the Red and the White Army here, the composition and leade 
of those militias would make no difference. They would be functioning 

enemies of the proletarian dictatorship and in a time of war they would 
be treated as such. That is, propaganda and political education would 

secondary role to military suppression. To those who would answer by s 
we capitulate to the liberal concept of white racists opposing the revo 
because there were too many Blacks involved, we answer that race makes 
difference. These militias could be white, Black, Latin, Indian or int 
However, if they came into existence they would have to be suppressed. 


After the victory of the Red Army in 1920 the stage was set for the def 
of the proletarian dictatorship. While this may seem strange to some, we 

can only say that yes, at some times truth is stranger than fiction. With the 
end of the War of the Counter-Revolution, the proletariat was like the boxer 

who after knocking out his opponent at the end of the fifteenth round of an 
exhausting fight is in a position where just about anyone from the audience who 
had any strength: and knew the least bit about boxing could come up and defeat 
him . That is, while the proletariat had defeated the bourgeoisie, the landlords 
and the imperialist backers, it had exhausted itself in doing so. 


The means of production had been either standing idle, destroyed or both, 
Many of the advanced layers of the working class had lost their lives in the 
War. The kulaks and black marketeers were beginning to feel their oats and 


were in the process of speculating and starving the proletariat out of the 
cities. Something had to be done. The proletarian dictatorship was rapidly 
approaching the fork.in the road where without help from the West in the 

form of a victorious socialist .revolution which could send food and materials . 
to the tottering Soviet Republic, the dictatorship was doomed. Now more 

than ever the vanguard of the working class would be put to the test. It .. 
was this test which the Bolsheviks ultimately failed. And with their failure 
came the end of working class power in the Soviet Union and the restoration. 

of capitalism, just as Lenin had earlier predicted, but now refused to see. 


1921 marks a watershed in the history of the Soviet Union. It is the year - 
that capitalism was restored, the proletarian dictatorship Re eaEees and the 
Soviet Union ceased to be a workers state. 


In 1922 (we incorrectly ascribed this writing to 1923 in “From Teotebyien | to 
Marxism") Workers' Truth wrote: 


The NEP, i.e., the rebirth of normal capitalistic relations and 
intensive economic differentiation among the peasantry, intensified 
by the famine of 1920-21, has contributed to the pronounced growth 
of the big kulak stratum in the Russian village. The small-scale, 
unorganized character of peasant. farming, together with the disruption 
of the means of communication, makes it definite that commercial 
capital will have a dominant role in the immediate future. At the 
same time the state is growing in influence as the representative of 
the nation-wide interests of capital and as the mere directing 
apparatus of political administration and economic regulation ‘by 
the organizer intelligentsia. . The proletariat -- broken up in 
consequence of the destruction: of industry; weakened by losses, the 
detaching (by bourgeois captivation) of part of the most active 
elements, and ideological confusion; and lacking a proletarian party | 
and revolutionary workers’ organizations of its own -- is incapable: 
of playing any influential role. 
(A Documentary Htstory of Communt.em Vol. Ivy pe Rinne) 


While the New Economic Policy was not the rebirth of aapdtaltat economic’ — . 
relations, it was the rebirth of normal, i.e. legal capitalist economic relations. 
As we wrote in From Trotskytsm to Marsism: 


The New Economic Policy was the lagalization of the restoration 

of private capitalist production. While the Bolsheviks described 
the NEP as a tactical retreat dictated by events, it actually 
represented a principled retreat, a programmatic crossing of class 
lines. If events dictated the restoration of capitalist property, 
which they partially did in the form of the black market and peasant 
capitalism, then the task of revolutionaries was to begin organizing 
the workers exploited by those relations to overthrow them. 

The Bolsheviks, under the leadership of Lenin and Trotsky, chose 
instead to remain in power by administering Capheg sien 


The workers’ state itself underwent a qualitative transformation 
in 1921; it became an instrument for defending bourgeois relations. 
That is, it bacame a bourgeois state. 

(CSL Discusston es Vol. I, No. 2050. 10) 


While the lack of a successful socialist revolution in the West made it 
inevitable that the proletarian dictatorship would go down to defeat in Russia, 
it did not mean that there was only one way for that defeat to occur. In 1921 
there were two choices before the Bolshevik Party and the Soviet Government: 
struggle and go down fighting, or capitulate. The Bolsheviks chose the latter. 
However before dealing with the Bolshevik reaction to the revival of 
capitalism in the Soviet Union, we must first look at how and why that revival 
occurred. 


In The Revolution Betrayed Trotsky quotes Marx as saying: 


A development of the productive forces is the sbeotutety ‘ncceeoary| 
practical premise (of Communism), because without it want is 
generalized, and with want the struggle for necessities begins agai 
and that means that all the old crap must revive. 

(The Revolution Betrayed, p. 56) 

Trotsky of course drew totally different conclusions from Marx's words than we 

do. Trotsky thought that when all the old crap revived it would only revive in: 

the sphere of distribution and not production, but that is not “all the old 

crap" but only "part of the old crap." We believe that on the contrary, as 

Marx wrote, “all. the old crap must revive," and all that old crap is capitalism. 

However before something revives it must be dead. That is, in order for 

capitalism to revive and come again into power it must have once been defeated 

and kept out of power. In order to understand the qualitative change in Soviet 

society in 1921, we must understand, not only the Marxist conception of the 

state, but also the Marxist analysis of the development of the bourgeoisie. 

For, in actuality, the working class was not defeated by a bourgeois counter- " 

revolution in 1921 in the sense that the old bourgeoisie returned to power. On 

the contrary, it was defeated at the hands of a new bourgeois class which had 

developed out of the backwardness and generalized want of the Soviet economy, or *. 

as we wrote in From Trotskyism to Marxtsm: 


Small scale capitalist relations sprung up like weeds on the back J 
the deep-going social crisis. 
(CSL Discusston Bulletin, Vol. I, No. 20, p. 10) 









We will here deal with the development of the bourgeoisie and further on with 
the question of the state. In The Communist Manifesto Marx and Engels 


All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify . 
their already acquired status by subjecting society at large to their 
conditions of appropriation. The proletarians cannot become master 
of the productive forces of society, except by abolishing their o 
previous mode of appropriation, and thereby also every other previous . 
mode of appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure a 
fortify; their mission is to destroy all previous securities for, 
insurances of, individual property. 

(The Communist Mantfesto, p. 26) 


Thus, in discussing the propertylessness of the proletariat, Marx and Engels 

point out that the bourgeoisie, like all other previous ruling classes developed * 
its social power before it developed its political power. For instance. in ° 
England, by 1642 the bourgeoisie was already socially the most powerful class. 

What was necessary was for them to break out of the bonds of the feudal 
poiitical power in order to develop themselves and their own mode of production 
and appropriation. 


Such was the case in the Soviet Union. The new bourgeoisie of Nepmen (before 
the NEP these elements were the commercial operators of the black market) and 
the kulaks. In fact the analogy is quite close to that of the English rev- 
olution of 1642. The difference being that the victory of the bourgeoisie in 
England was progressive while the victory of the bourgeoisie in the Soviet 
Union was reactionary. However, in both cases the bourgeoisie was based on 
commercial and agrarian capital. In both cases the bourgeoisie took power from 
a class which had been greatly weakened through previous wars. In both cases 
the bourgeoisie became socially powerful before it achieved political power. 
And most importantly in both cases the bourgeois state retained many of the 
forms of the old state while introducing a new content into them, (Parliament, 
including the House of Lords in England; Soviets in the Soviet Union). 


The social development of the new bourgeoisie in the Soviet Union meant that 
either a struggle for power would occur or the proletariat would “roll over and 
play dead.'' The latter occurred. The two choices facing the Soviet Republic 
and the proletarian vanguard, the Bolshevik Party, were a struggle against the 
new bourgeois elements and a new war, which unlike the previous one would really 
in content as well as form be a civil war (a war which the proletariat would most 
likely have lost) and complete capitulation and the reintroduction of capitalism. 
The Bolsheviks chose the latter, thus making it appear that a peaceful transi- 
tion to capitalism had occurred with no change in the state apparatus. However, 
such was not the case. The transition was not totally peaceful and the 
apparatus of the Soviet state did not remain intact in content, which for 
Marxists is more important than form. 


By the end of 1920 the Red Army had on the whole been demobilized. The 

workers left the army and either wandered through the country or eventually 
returned to the factories. It was during this period that Trotsky was attempting 
to institute militarization of labor but was soundly rebuffed by the Bolshevik 
trade union leaders. The only place where militarization of labor actually 

tcok place on any significant scale was in turning idle regiments of the Red 
Army into workforces. Actually rather than this being a militarization of labor, 
it was more a laborization of the military. 


The end of the war in 1920 did not bring victory on ail "fronts" for the Soviet 
government. The economy of the Soviet Republic was in a shambles. Without 

aid from the West the dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia was doomed. 

With the virtual cessation of large-scale industry most of the proletariat had 
gone into the Red Army. Many of the finest elements of the Russian working 

class had died defending the Soviet Republic from the White Guards. Of those 
elements who remained politically active by the winter of 1920-21 many were turning 
toward the Mensheviks, Social-Revolutionaries and anarcho~-syndicalist groupings 
for leadership. The errors of the Bolshevik party and the continuation in 

those errors had led to a loss of faith in them by the working class. Of course, 
it must be pointed out that by this time the loss of faith was mutual, the 
Bolshevik leadership having lost its faith in the working class. While many 
elements within the working class remained politicaily active, the Russian 
working class in 1921 was not. the same as the Russian working class in 1917. 

Its finest cadres had been decimated. It had been virtually cut off from 
production. And most importantly it had sunk into a political coma and apathy 
which was the opposite of its consciousness in 1917. That is, it had lost its 
class consciousness, it ceased to exist as a class~for~itself. As conditions 
were not ripe for the immediate transition to socialism, the class-for-itself could 
not simply integrate into socialist classless saciety. Such is not the case 
when conetitens are not aoe for the pubieng of socialism oe in one ad- 
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vanced country conditions are not ripe for the building of socialism). 

Thus, since the Soviet Union could not progress to classless society some | 

class would have to assert its dictatorship over the rest of society: A 

there are only two major forces in modern society: capital and labor, one of 
these had to take the helm of the state. As labor was in no shape to maintain 
its dictatorship, it fell to capital to reassert its dictatorship. Thus, the 
embryonic bourgeoisie which had ‘grown like weeds on the back of the social 
crisis" rose to power over the deflated, discouraged, apathetic, and unc nscious 
(in the sense of class conselouaness) proletariat. 








and struggles against the reintroduction of capitalism through the NEP, 
ition of the class as a whole was one of exhaustion. Deutshcher writes 
The Prophet Armed: | 


..By 1921 the Russian working class had proved itself incapable 
of exercising its own dictatorship. It could not even exercise 
control over those who ruled in its own name. Having exhausted 
itself in the revolution and the civil war, it had almost ceased to 
exist as a political factor...Yet after the paroxysms of energy 
and their titanic struggles of 1917-21 all classes of Russian socie y 
seemed to relapse into a deep coma. 

(The: Prophet Armed, p. 521) 


Trotsky writes in The Revolution Betrayed: 


. Intervention followed intervention. ‘The revolution got no 
' direct help from the West. Instead of the expected prosperity of 
the country an ominous destitution reigned for long. Moreover, the 
outstanding representatives of the working class either died in th 
civil war, or rose a few steps higher and broke away from the masses. 
And thus after an unexampled tension of forces, hopes and illusions, 
there came a long period of weariness, decline and sheer disap- _ 
pointment in the results of the revolution. The ebb of the "plebi 
pride’ made room for a flood of pusillanimity and careerism. The 

new commanding caste rose to its place upon this wave. . 


The demobilization of the Red Army of five million played no small 
role in the formation of the bureaucracy. The victorious commande 
assumed leading posts in the local Soviets, in economy, in educati 
and they persistently introduced everywhere that regime which had 
ensured success in the civil war. Thus on all sides the masses 
were pushed away eranualty from actual pgRenesDakeeh in the leader 
of the country. 
(The Revolution Betrayed, pp. 89-90) © 


We wauld of course disagree with Trotsky! s statement "The new commandin “caste © 
rose to its place upon this wave." ‘However, there is nothing wrong wit 
his atten of the facts of the state of the peeeee ee 
The "Workers Truth" wrote in its appeal of on 
..The working oleae of Russia is dtnonpantuad: confusion reigns in | 
the minds of the workers: are they in a country of the "dictators ip — 
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of the proletariat," as the Communist Party untiringly reiterates by 


11 
word of mouth and. in the press? ‘Or are they in a country of 
arbitrary rule .and exploitation, as life tells them at every step? = - 
The working class is leading a miserable existence at a time’ when _ 
the new bourgeoisie (i.e., the responsible . functionaries, plant ~- 
directors, heads of trusts, chairmen of executive committees, etc.) 
and the Nepmen live in luxury and recall in our memory the picture 
of the life of the bourgeoisie of all times. And again long and 
difficult years of the struggle for existence lie ahead. But’ the 
more complicated the circumstances, the more clarity and organization 
are necessary for. the struggling proletariat. To introduce class 
clarity into the ranks of the working class of Russia, to aid in 
every way the organization of the revolutionary powers of the 
struggling proletariat -- this is our task... . | 


The Communist Party, which during the years of the. revolution was 
a party of the working class, has become the ruling party, the 

party of the organizers and directors of the governmental apparatus 
and economic life on capitalistic lines, with the general backwardness 
and lack of organization of the working class. .The party has more 

and more lost its tie and community with the proletariat. 


The Russian Communist Party has become the party of the organizer 
intelligentsia. The abyss between the Russian Communist Party and 
the working class is getting deeper and deeper... (we would disagree 
with the timing of the "Workers Truth’. While we agree that the 
abyss was. getting deeper, it is our opinion that quantity did not 
become quality i.e., the the RCP did not become a bourgeois pare 
until 1924. ) 


.The proletariat-~broken up in consequence of the destruction of 
ndeseeys weakened by losses, the detaching (by bourgeois captivation) 
of part of the most active elements; and ideological confusion; and 
lacking a proletarian party and revolutionary workers’ oe 
of its oWnests incapable of peepee any influential role. 


Once a : peoseaesive proletarian nth the Russian Working Class has . 
now been:thrown, almost a decade back. _ 
(A docunentary History! of ‘Communism,. Vol.. f ‘pp. 220- 222) 


What all of hese quotes point out is: chat rer aid after the "Civil War" 

the Russian proletariat was going through a. process of depoliticization, i.e., a 
loss of class consciousness. At the same time that this process was being 
carried out a new bourgeoisie was developing in the countryside and in the 
commercial-houses of the Black Market. : 


1921 and the ‘eeeoauction of the NEP marked the qualitative change in Russian 
society. Factions were banned in the Bolshevik Party along with all other 
parties being definitively banned from participation in the Soviets. The © 
economy was turned back to the capitalists, and the union shop atmosphere of 
the Soviet Union in which the state had assisted in enrolling all workers into 
trade unions was ended in 1922. Trade union membership ceased to be mandatory | 
in the Soviet Union. _ ay 


me changes instituted.in the Russian economy were broad and far-reaching. 
hey did not represent a tactical retreat as Lenin called it but a total capitu- 
lation to capitalism in the face of the proletariat's collapse into sea 


IZ 


Throughout War Communism the Soviet state had sent armed detachments of workers 

and Red Army troops into the countryside to seize the surplus produce of the 
peasantry. However, by the fall of 1920 this was becoming more and more 

difficult to do. The peasants were opposed to the requisitioning and st uggled 
against it in the only way they knew how: they produced only enough for themselves 
and their families. It is here that the Bolshevik error in not waging a 
campaign to raise the consciousness of the agricultural workers and the 

poorest peasants and to collectivize all land (that is completely carry out the 
edicts of the Soviet government on the land question) came back to haunt them. 

As Rosa Luxemburg had pointed out the maintenance of private property in land 
would benefit the rich and middle peasants, not the poor peasants. Thus, a 

strata of wealthy peasants developed who represented the interests of ag 
capital. the NEP was necessary for them to free them from the bonds imp 
by War Communism requisitioning and allow them to develop further. In 
order for this to occur, the requisitioning would have to be replaced wi 
tax of some sort, preferably a tax in kind, which would take some of the 
of the peasantry, but not all. The peasants would then be free to sell 
rest of their surplus on the open market (which with the introduction of 
NEP was no longer black but white). 

















In referring to the decree which abolished the requisitions and repiaced . 
with the tax in kind, E.H. Carr writes in his The Bolshevik Revolution, 


The guarded phraseology of the decree did not conceal the revolutio 
quality of the change. The tax in kind, calculated as a percentage 
of crops harvested, was to be progressive in the sense of being 
graduated to fall more lightly on middle and poor peasants and on t 
farms of 'town workers.’ So far the principle of levies adjusted t¢ 
capacity and to need was maintained. But Lenin's original draft wa 
followed in giving tax rebates to peasants who increased the area 0 
land sown or the productiveness of their land as a whole; and in 
other respects the changes made by the Politburo after the party 
congress and embodied in the final text of the decree were all desig 
to accentuate the strictly commercial character of the new policy. 
Collective responsibility, which had still been recognized in the 
congress draft, was explicitly abolished, and the individual peasa 
was made responsible for discharge of the tax falling on him; a 

state fund was to provide consumer goods and agricultural equipmen 
no longer for the 'poorest part of the population’, but solely in 
exchange for surpluses voluntarily delivered in excess of the amou 
the tax; and freedom to trade surpluses ‘within the limits of loca 
economic exchange' was made more specific by the addition of the 

words; ‘both through cooperative organizations, and on markets and 
bazaars!. A few days later a decree of Sovnarkom cancelled whatev 


'free trade, sale and purchase’ and removing restrictions on the 
movement of foodstuffs by road, rail and water.... _ 
(Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution, Vol. 2, pp. 281-282) 


As we can see from this brief explanation of the turn in Soviet Agricul 
policy, the NEP was no small retreat but a complete return to capitalis 
the countryside. It was a turn which allowed for the developments disc 
by Trotsky in The Revolution Betrayed: . 


A small commodity economy inevitably produces exploiters. In 
proportion as the villages recovered, the differentiation within the 


is 


peasant mass began to grow. The development fell into the old well- 
trodden ruts. The growth of the kulak far outstripped the general 
growth of agrictlture.... 

(The Revolution Betrayed, pp. 25-26) 


The. return to capitalism was not made blindly by the Bolshevik leadership. 
Lenin wrote in "The tax in Kind": 


The effect will be the revival of the petty bourgeoisie and of 
capitalism on the basis of a certain amount.of free trade (if only local). 
This is beyond doubt. It would be ridiculous to shut our eyes to it. 


The question arises: Is it necessary? Can it be justified? 
Is it not dangerous?... . 


... What is to be done? Wether to try to prohibit entirely, to 

put the lock on, all development of private, nonstate exchange, i.e., 
trade, i.e. capitalism, which is inevitable amidst millions of small 
producers. But such a policy would be foolish and suicidal for the 
party that tried to apply it. It would be foolish because such a 
policy is economically impossible. It would be suicidal because 

the party that tried to apply such a policy would meet with inevitable 
disaster. We need not conceal from ourselves that some Communists 
sinned “in thought, word and deed" in this respect and dropped 
precisely into such a policy, We shall try to rectify these mistakes. 
They must be rectified without fail, otherwise things wiil come to 

a very sorry state. 


Or (and this is the last possthte and the only senstble poltcy) not 
to try to prohibit, or put the “~ock on the development of capitalisn, 
but to try to direct it into the channels of state capttaltsm. This 

_is economically possible, for state capitalism--in one form or 
another, to some degree or other--exists wherever the elements of 
free trade and capitalism in general exist. 


Can the Soviet state, the dictatorship of the proletariat, be . 
combined, united with state capitalism? Are they compatible? Of 
course they are.... 

(A documentary History of Communism, Vol. I, pp. 214-215) 


Thus it is quite clear that for Lenin, NEP meant a return to capitalism 

“in the countryside. We will not try to use Lenin's use of the term "state 
capitalism’ as some sort of trick to say, "See, Lenin was for state capitalism. 
Ergo in 1921 the Soviet Union was state capitalist." For one thing we do not 
think that the Soviet Union was state capitalist and for another we think that 
Lenin did not mean what we mean by state capitalism when he used the term. To 
us state capitalism means that the means of production are owned collectively 
by the bourgeoisie through its state. For Lenin state capitalism meant state 
intervention into a capitalist economy. Thus, he could refer to Germany 
during the First Imperialsit World War as being “state capitalist." Thus, it 
is impossible for us to use the term "state capitalism" interchangeably © 

with Lenin's writings as our definition is different from his. However, both 
our definition of capitalism and Lenin's definition of capitalism are the 
same. And when Lenin says that to prohibit entirely the development of 
capitalism would be suicidal, we can safely assume that he means that to prohibit 
entirely the development of capitalism wauld be suicidal. We stand with those 
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who Lenin refers to as having sinned in “thought, word and deed" on thi 

question. In fact among those who thus sinned was the Bolshevik party i 
1919, Contained in the Bolshevik Program of 1919 is the following: 


In the sphere of distribution, the task of the Soviet Power at ‘the 
present time is unerringly to continue the replacement of trade 
by a purposive distribution of goods, by a system of distribution 
organized by the State upon a national scale. 

(The ABC of Communtsm, p. 396) 


in Bukharin and Presbrazhensky’ Ss fopuiarizavion of ‘the 1919 Bolshevik P 
The ABC OF Communtsm we find: 






The Abolition of private Peade. To each method of production ther 
corresponds a special method of distribution.” After the abolition 
of capitalist ownership in the means of production, the Soviet Rep 
inevitably came into conflict with the capitalist method of distrit 
tion, with trade that is to say, and was tompelled to undertake ‘its 
abolition by: degrees. 


(Ibid.:; P 32). 


We might add, that conversely, to each method of distribution there dd 
special method of production, . Both of which were changed in Russia in 
when the Bolshevik Party threw its old program out the window’ along | wit 

the proletarian dictatorship. . 


In returning. ‘to ‘featn" Ss eeeatin ox state, capit -alism’ as ‘being state int 
vention in a capitalist economy we: must analyze. the question of the sta 
is our opinion that the state is an instrument.of a particular ruling cla 
and is used by that. class .to defend. its interests. The concept put fort 
Lenin that capitalism could exist with. state intervention by a capitali 
here and a proletarian state there is a complete repudiation of Marxism: 
we might add of Leninism. ‘In The State and Revotutton Lenin wrote: 


...The state te a peotaes she a  menenedeaiion of the irreconetlabt 
of class antagonisms. The state arises where, when and insofar as 
* class antagonisms objectively Cannot be reconciled. And, converse 
the existence of the state proves that the class antagonisms are 
irreconcilable. ; 
es Works . Vol. 25, p. 387) 


Further on he writes: 


...According to Marx,.the state is an organ of class rule; an 
organ for the oppresston of one class by another; it is the creati 
of ‘order’, which legalizes and perpetuates this oppression by 
moderating the conflict between the classes... 

(tbid., Vol. 25, p. 387) 


Yet further on he writes: 
Furthermore, during the transttton from capitalism to communism 


suppression is sttlZ necessary, but it is now the suppression of 
the exploiting minority by the expioited majority. . 


. “R 


And precisely what is the content of this suppression? Lenin quotes Engels 
who writes: 8 
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The proletariat setzes state power and turns the means of production 
tnto state property to begin with. But thereby it abolishes itself 
as the proletariat, abolishes all class distinctions and class 
antagonisms, and abolishes also the state as state... 

(Ibtd., Volt 25, p. 395) 


Thus, the role of the proletarian state, i.e. the dictatorship of the 
proletariat is not to tnterfere in the economy of capitalism, but to aboltsh it. 
The interests of capital are maintained through the maintenance of capitalism, 
on the other hand the interests of the proletariat are carried out through the 
abolition of capitalism and the expropriation of all capitalists. These two 
interests of two opposing classes: the maintenance of capitalism for the capit- 
alists and the destruction of capitalism for the proletariat are one hundred 
per cent antagonistic and irreconcilable. No state can place itself above the 
interests of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. Either it must defend the 
interests of the one or of the other. The Russian state in 1921 defended the 
interests not of the proletariat, which would have meant smashing any vestiges 
of capitalism which cropped up, not nursing them along, but of the bourgeoisie. 
To say otherwise is to inevitably fall into the swamp of Menshevism. Which is 
precisely what the Bolsheviks did. In Lenin's “Report to the Second All- 
Russia Congress of Political Education Departments" given October 17, 1921 he 
stated: 


The New Economic Policy means substituting a tax for the requisitioning 
of food; it means reverting to capitalism to a considerable extent 
-~-to what extent we do not know. Concessions to foreign capitalists 
(true, only very few have been accepted, especially when compared 
with the number we have offered) and leasing enterprises to private 
capitalists definitely mean restoring capitalism, and this is part and 
parcel of the New Economic Policy; for the abolition of the surplus- 
food appropriation system means allowing the peasants to trade 
freely in their surplus agricultural produce, in whatever is left over 
after the tax is collected--and the tax only takes a small share of that 
produce. The peasants constitute a huge section of our population 
and of our entire economy, and that is why capitalism must grow out 
of this soil of free trading. — ma, 2 

(Ibtd., Vol. 33, pp. 64-65) 


Further on in the same report Lenin explains his new analysis of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat: . 


On the other hand, if capitalism gains by it, industrial production 
will grow, and the proletariat will grow too. The capitalists wili 
gain from our policy and will create an industrial proletariat, which 
in our country, owing to the war and the desperate poverty and ruin, 
has become declassed, i.e., dislodged from its class groove, and 

has ceased to ex'st as a proletariat. The proletariat is the class 
which is engaged in the production of material values in large-seale . 
capitalist industry. Since large-scale capitalist industry has been 
destroyed, since the factories are at a standstill, the proletariat 
has disappeared, It has sometimes figured in statistics, but it 

has not been held together economically. 
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The restoration of capitalism would mean the restoration ofa proletarian 
class engaged in the production of socially useful material values 
in big factories employing machinery, and not in profiteering, 
nat in making cigarette-lighters for sale, and in other ‘work" which 
is not very useful, but which is inevitable when our industry is in 
a state of ruin. ‘ 
The whole question is who will take the lead. We must face this 
issue squarely--who will come out on top? Either the capitalists | 
succeed in organizing first--in which case they will drive out the 
Communists and that will be the end of it. Or the proletarian state 
power, with the support of the peasantry, will prove:capable of 
keeping a proper rein on those gentlemen, the capitalists, so,as 
to direct capitalism along state channels and to create a capitalism 
that will be subordinate to the state and serve the state.... 

(Ibid., Vol. 33, pp. 65-66) 


This is a complete revision of the Marxist theory of the state as 

put forward in Lenin's own The State and Revolution: Mia Gap Pieie class and 
the economic system upon which it is based, capitalism, is not put to the 

service of the state! On the contrary, the state is at the service. of capital. 
In this report Lenin completely contradicts the Marxist analysis that the 

state is based on and serves the interests of a specific ruling class in 

society. Instead he abstracts the state out of the class conflict and out of 

the objective reality of social relationships in society and places it above 

the classes and the economic system. The purpose of the state is now to 

develop capitalism so that everyone benefits: bourgeoisie, peasant, proletariat. 


However, such a capitalism cannot exist. Capitalism exists for the benefit of the 
capitalist, not the worker. “ 


Besides revising the Marxist theory that the state has a social and class 

basis Lenin goes over to the Menshevik theory that ‘there must exist a period of 
capitalist development before a struggle for socialism can be waged. In 

fact, Lenin now goes so far as to say that far from abolishing capitalism when 

it takes state power, the proletariat supported by the peasantry, must maintain 
capitalism so that the proletariat can exist, so that the proletarian dicta- 
torship can exist. This is pure sophistry in an attempt to cover up the Bolshevik 
capitulation to capital. As we stated in "From Trotskyism to Marxism" 


When the working class abolishes capital it abolishes itself as a class~- . 
in-itself. The working class does not have an.independent existence © 
outside of the existence of capital. When it seizes power it abolishes 
itself as a class. As Engels writes: 

The proletariat takes political power and turns the means 

of production in the first instance into state property. But 

in doing this it abolishes itself as proletariat, 

abolishes all class distinctions and class antagonisms, _ 

and abolishes also the state as state. 

(Antt-Duhring, p. 301, 3rd German edition) 


Does the proletariat exist in the dictatorship of the proletariat? 
Yes, but only in the sense of a class-for-itself, only insofar as 
it continues to, struggle BERANET CG WORM "NCuKESOLAL es 


Its existence becomes a subjective question. Thus, Saas in-itself and 
class-for-itself, except in ‘periods of empending civil war, are 
mutually emlusive states. 

ceay Dise. Bulletin, - Vol. - i 20, pp. 12- fo 


det * 


Thus, we hold, Lenin in 1921 to the contrary notwithstanding, that capitalism 

is not necessary for the existence of the proletariat as a class-for itself. 

That is, capitalism in a particular country. While the restoration of capitalism 
meant the restoration of the proletariat as a class-in-itself, it coincided with 


- the destruction of the proletariat as a class-for-itself, without which the 


‘proletarian dictatorship could not exist. Thus the NEP which even Lenin 
characterized as the restoration of capitalist economy, was coincident with the 
restoration not only of capitalist economy but of capitalist dictatorship in 
Russia. The state does not dictate to capital. Capital dictates to the state. 


What the Bolsheviks were outlining in 1921 was nothing more than the old 
"democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry" which was in itself 
nothing more than the Menshevik position that the proletariat and the peasantry 
should lead the bourgeois revolution against the Tsar and institute a devocratic 
capitalism without which Russia would not be ripe for socialist revolution. The 
NEP was a call for the return to this Menshevik conception of the proletariat 

and the peasantry developing capitalism in their own interests. In fact, as 

Carr points out: 


Such projects...had been ventilated by SR and Menshevik delegates at the 
tenth All-Russian Congress of Soviets in December 1920. - 
(The Bolshevtk Revolution, Vol. 2, p. 280) 


Agriculture was not. the only economic sphere touched by the NEP, although it along 
with commerce, was.the most important. Industry, although it did not play a 

major part in the first decrees under the NEP, nevertheless was an important 
longrange area of the Russian economy. After the years of war, large-scale 
industry was virtually at a standstill. The plan for revival of industry under 

the NEP coincided with the restoration of capitalism in the countryside. One 

of the major elements of the industrial plan of the NEP was the leasing of indus- 
tries to private individuals and to co-operatives. This was carried out at the 
beginning of the NEP, but was soon superseded by the development of a new sector 

of the bourgeoisie: the state capitalist sector. The state capitalist bourgeoiste 
began as the managers and the administrators of the large trusts which were set up 
in the major industries under the NEP. ‘These trusts were given almost complete 
autonomy and basically functioned as independent enterprises. In fact, Carr writes 
in his history of the revolution: . | 


The 'separation' of large-scale nationalized industry from direct 
state management and its independent operation on commercial principles 
was the counterpart of the encouragement given to all forms of small 
industry, non-nationalized or leased, and formed the corner-stone 
of the industrial policies of the new economic order. 'Separation' had 
vital consequences in labour policy, where industrial enterprises 
became directly responsible for the maintenance of the workers 
employed by them, and where all forms of maintenance, whether in kind 
or in money, were henceforth treated as wage payments; in the field of 
trade and distribution, where the major part of industry, instead of 
relying on state organs as its suppliers and its customers, became a 
buyer and seller on an open market; and in financial policy, where 
industry received credit no longer from the treasury on a basis of 
budget estimates, but from a state bank, and later from other banking 
institutions, on a basis of profitability. The introduction of 
khograschet which Lenin described as a ‘transition to commercial 
principles', was an inescapable corrollary of NEP: it was impossible 
to combine private capitalist agriculture with state industry in the 
same economy unless the state sector accepted the conditions of the 
market.... 

(Ibtd., Vol. 2, pp. 303-304) 
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Mixed economy cannot exist. Marxists see the fundamental contradiction between 
industry under workers' control and capitalist industry. The economy of the 
proletarian state. cannot be a mixture of embryonic socialist forms and capitalist 
forms. The economy of the proletarian state must be one of embryonic socialist | 
forms. There is. no room for the market in-any sphere of the economy. The com-. 
plete reliance of industry under the NEP on the market and the independence of 
the various trusts were essential elements of the capitalist (private capitalist) 


nature of this industry. Over the years as the managerial strata and the Party-.__ 
state bureaucracy fused, the trusts would be more and more combined and syndicated. 


until they became one giant capital in the late twenties. 


In referring to the workers in industry and the penetration of capital into 
industry, the decision of the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party on 
The Role and Function of the Trade Unions Under the New Economic Policy" passed. 
January 12, 1922 ataeees 


The transfer of state deldotmepee to the so-called profit basis is 
inevitably and inseparably connected with the New Economic Policy; in 
the near future this is bound to become the predominant, if not the 
sole, form of state enterprise. In actual fact, this means that with 
the free market now permitted and developing the state enterprises will 
to a large extent be put on a commercial basis... 

(Colleeted Works, Vol. 33, p. 185) 


Returning again to Lenin' s Report to the Second Congress of Political Education | 
Departments we find: 


Get down to business, all of you! You will have capitalists beside you, 

including foreign capitalists, concessionaires and leaseholders. 

They will squeeze profits’ out of you amounting to hundreds of percent; 

Let them. Meanwhile you will learn from them the business of running 

the economy, and only when you do that will you be able to build up | 

a communist republic. Since we must necessarily learn quickly, any | 

slackness in this respect is a serious crime. And we must undergo this 

training, this severe, stern.and sometimes even cruel training, be- 

cause we have no other way out. ; 
(Ibtd., Vol. 33, pp. 71-72) 


Lenin is not talking about bonuses for specialists here, he is talking about. 
capitalist industry. Industry based on profit; capitalism pure and simple. It 
is the ugly head of Menshevism raising itself once again: the proletariat cannot 
do it. We must have capitalism. 


Planned economy? The saving grace of the “workers’ state"? We have only to turn 
to the discussion at the eleventh congress of the Russian Communist Party in » 
March of 1922, where Shlyapnikov told of Russian industry: 


The conjuncture of the market is such that it is beating us down; we 
cannot stand up to the flood of goods. We need money at once, and in 
the search for it we create such an anarchic competition, even on the 
market for metal products, that we have nothing to pay the: wages with, so 
low are the prices for our products falling. 

(The Bolshevik es Vol. 2, p. 313) 


ae was at this point Carr Sotntis out that the Bolsheviks — the spitiwation of 
he industrial trusts. aa event which was quite similar to trustification and 


mo opolization. 
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Thus, we can see that Soviet industry under the NEP was operated on the same 
fundamental principles as Soviet agriculture, i.e., capitalist principles. In 
no way could this economic system be reconciled with proletarian dictatorship. 
The Bolshevik attempt to palm off this restoration of capitalism as a proletarian 
dictatorship was a tragic mockery of everything that Marx, Engels and Lenin had 
written about the dictatorship of the proletariat. = 


Before dealing with the opposition to the NEP we will go into the effect of the 
NEP on the commercial side of life in the Soviet Union. For it was commerce and — 
agriculture which were the main beneficiaries of the restoration. Throughout the’ 
period of War Communism there had existed a Black Market, however, with the 
introduction of the NEP the Black Market became legal. The entirety of the Soviet 
economy went over to the market economy, the economy of capitalism. Lenin wrote 
in the autumn of 1921: 


It was intended throughout the state to exchange the products of in- 
dustry in a more or less socialist manner for the products of agriculture 
and, through this exchange of goods, to restore large-scale industry 

as the only possible basis of a socialist organization. What was 

the result? The result was--you now understand all this perfectly 

well in practice, and you can even see it in the Whole of our press-~ 
that the exchange of goods broke loose; it broke loose in the sense 
that it turned into buying and selling. And we are now obliged to 
confess it, if we do not want to pose as people who do not see their 
own defeat, if we are not afraid to look danger in the face. We must 
confess that our retreat turned out to be not enough, that it is . 
indispensable for us to carry out a supplementary retreat, another 

step backwards, when we pass from state capitalism to the state 
regulation of buying and selling, of monetary circulation. Nothing 
came of the exchange of goods; the private market turned out to be 
stronger than we; and instead of exchange of goods we have got ordinary. 
buying and selling, ordinary trade. a 


Be so good as to adapt yourself. to it, otherwise the element of buying 
and selling, of monetary circulation, will overwhelm you. 
Cbtd. , Vol. a5 Pp. 333) : 


This "supplementary retreat" which Lenin refers to was nothing more than the 
strengthening of the dictatorship of capital in the Soviet Union. So vast were 
the profits of the private traders, and so significantly were the interests of 
the Nepmen defended by the Soviet government that the Workers’ Truth wrote in’ 
their appeal of 1922: . 


The small-scale unorganized character of peasant farming, together with 
the disruption of the means of communication, makes it definite that 
commercial capital will have a dominant role in the immediate future, 

(A Documentary History of Communism, Vol. E*%s 221) | 


Lenin's remarks on the “supplementary retreat" merely back up this statement. 
For the period of the NEP commercial and agrarian capital played the dominant 
role in Soviet society, just as they had played the dominant role in developing 
capitalist societies of the past. 


We cannot move on from. the NEP without discussing the opposition to it both within 
and without the Bolshevik Party. The main opposition to the introduction of the 
NFP came from the Workers' Opposition within the Bolshevik Party led by Alexandra 
Yollontai and Alexander Shlyapnikov. The Workers' Opposition basically held to 
the Bolshevik Program of 1919. That is, they demanded that control of the economy 
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be turned over to the trade unions on a local level and on the national level 
to an All Russian Congress of Producers organized out of the trade unions. They 
called for the combatting of bureaucracy, and for the maintenance of the best 
elements of War Communism: A hard line on the peasantry in particular. 


In 1921, Alexandra Kollontai summed up the position of the Workers' Opposition in 
her pamphlet The Workers' Opposttion: » 3 ! 


The basis of the controversy is namely this: whether we shall realize 
communism through workers or over their heads, by the hands of soviet 
officials. And let us, comrades, ponder whether it is possible to 
attain and build a communist economy by the hands and creative abilities 
of the scions from the other class, who. are imbued with their routine 
of the past? If we begin to think as Marxians, as men of science, we 
shall answer categorically and explicitly~-no... 

-.-This is the way the Workers’ Opposition handles the solution of 
this difficult problem from which follows the most essential point of 
their theses. “Organization of control over the social economy is a 
prerogative of the All-Russian Congress of Producers, who are united 
in the trade and industrial unions which elect the central body 
directing the Whole economic life of the republic." (Theses of the 
Workers’ Opposition)....The workers' Opposition relies on the creative 
powers of its own class--the workers.... 


The cardinal point of controversy that is taking place between the - 

party leaders and the Workers' Opposition is this: In whom will 

our party place the trust of building up the communist economy--in the 

Supreme Council of National Economy with all its bureaucratic branches 

or in the industrial unions?... | . 
(Ibtd., Vol. I, pp. 200-201) 


The reply of the leadership of the Bolshevik Party to the proposals of the “* 
Workers' Opposition was contained in the resolution On the Syndicalist and 

Anarchtst Deviation in Our Party. This resolution of the Tenth Congress of the 

Bolshevik Party, the same Congress which introduced the NEP and banned opposi- 


tion both within the Soviets and within the party, read in part: 


In the past few months a syndicalist and anarchist deviation has 
been definitely revealed in our party, and calls for the most 
resolute measures of ideological struggle and also for purging and 
restoring the health of the Party.... . * 


The most theoretically complete and formulated expression of this 
deviation (Or: one of the most complete, etc., expressions of this 
deviation) are the theses and other literary productions of the so- 
called “workers' opposition" group. Sufficiently illustrative of this 
is, for example, the following thesis propounded by this group: 

"The organization of the administration of the national economy is the 
function of an All-Russian Producers' Congress organized in industrial 
trade unions, which elect a central organ for the administration of 
the entire national economy of the Republic." 


The ideas at the bottom of this and numerous analogous statements are ® 
radically wrong in theory, and represent a complete rupture with 

Marxism and Communism as well as with the practical experience of all 
semiproletarian revolutions and of the present proletarian revolution... 9 


The tenth Congress of the Russian Communist Party declares that it also 
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regards as radically wrong all attempts on the part of the said 
group and of other persons to defend their fallacious views by re- 
ferring to point 5 of the economic section of the program of the 
Russian Communist Party which deals with the role of the trade 
unions. This point says that "the trade unions must eventually 
actually concentrate in their hands the entire administration of the 
whole of national economy as a single economic unit" and that 
they will "ensure in this way indissoluble ties between the central 
state administration, the national economy and the broad masses of 
the working people," “drawing" these masses “into the direct work of 
managing economy."... , 


In view of all this, the Congress of the Russian Communist Party, 
emphatically rejecting the said ideas which express a syndicalist and 
anarchist deviation, deems it necessary: . . 
Firstly to wage an unswerving and systematic ideological struggle 
against these ideas; : | 
Secondly, the Congress regards the propaganda of these ideas as 
being incompatible with membership of the Russian Communist Party. 
(Ibtd., Vol. I, pp. 209-211) . 


Thus in their rush to embrace Menshevism, the Bolshevik Party repudiated its 

own 1919 program labelling it as an anarchist and syndicalist deviation brought 
on by petty bourgeois pressures, and felt that its propagation was incompatible 
with membership in the Party of 1921. Gone were the days when the Bolsheviks 
held that “any cook could be a manager.'' Those who held that now were petty 
bourgeois Utopians and a danger to the "dictatorship of the proletariat." 

Soon after the Tenth Congress the Workers" Opposition was all but eradicated 
from the Party. Opposition to the NEP over the next few years took the form of 
isolated strikes and the organization of underground groups such as the "Workers 
Group" and the "Workers' Truth" group. . 3 


The most consistent struggle against the new capitalist state was.in our opinion 
led by the elements organized around the newspaper Workers' Truth. These 
comrades carried on the struggle initiated by the Workers' Opposition: the 
struggle for revolutionary Marxism and the return to the proletarian struggle. 
The Bolshevik Party in 1921 abandoned this road and began taking the path down 
the primrose lane to the realm of bourgeois parties. Just as under Tsarist rule 
the revolutionary Marxists were hunted down and when found either shot or 

sent to slave labor camps in Siberia. ~ The Watchwork of the Workers’ Truth which 
had been the watchword of the Workers’ Opposition before it: "The liberation of 
the workers can only be the deed of the working class itself." (from Karl Marx) 
was looked updén not as a sign of devotion to the proletarian cause but as petty 
bourgeois anarchist wavering, by the Russian Communist Party, and its espousal 
was grounds for expulsion from the party and persecution outside the Party. 


By 1924 all revolutionary opposition had been crushed in the Soviet Union. The 
last of the Workers’ Truth comrades had been placed before firing squads or 
shipped off to Siberia. The history of struggle against Stalin as the emerging 
leader of the Russian bourgeoisie was left to the left centrists in the Democratic 
Centralists and Trotskyist Opposition. While the Democratic Centralists did not 
view the Soviet Union as a workers' state, their analysis and program was 
confused and tended toward reformism and boring from within the Russian Com- 
munist Party. The Trotskyist program on the otherhand, while still calling for 
revolution in the West was thoroughly reformist in relation to the Soviet Union 
as it continued to labor under the false impression that by virtue of the 

leading role of the Russian Communist Party, the Soviet state was still a workers' 
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state. Thus, Trotsky waged his struggle primarily against the right wing of the 
party around Bukharin, Rykov, and Tomsky who Reape ppenited the interests of private 
agrarian capital, most clearly exemplified by Bukharin' s infamous slogan: "Kulak 
enrich yourself!" The Stalin wing of the Party. represented most closely the 
interests of the nascent state bourgeoisie organized in the managerial and 
bureaucratic strata of society which by this time had permeated the Communist 
Party. In an article on the Left (Trotskyist) Opposition by Dave Frankel in 
The Militant we.find the following statistics: 


As industry extended its operation along the lines of the NEP, its 
management began to pass back into ‘the hands of former bourgeois 
managers and specialists who had been replaced by workers in the 
earlier period of the revolution. An increasing number of Eneae 
‘"nepmen" began to enter the Bolshevik Party. 


In 1922, 35 percent of the management personnel in maior industries 
were classified as non-workers, and only one in seven of these were 
party members. A year later, 64 percent were classified as nonworkers, 
of whom nearly half were party members. 

(The Militant, Dec. 8, 1972, p. (16) 


In 1928, Christian Rakovsky, wrote to some friends and said in reference ‘to 
the effect of the NEP on the Party: = 


In he ee. Landa, and in all our minds the task of the party 
leadership was to protect the party and the working class from the 
corrupting action of privilege, place and patronage on the part of those 
in power, from rapprochement with the relics of the old nobility and 
burgherdom, from the corrupting influence of the NEP, from the tempta- | 
tion of bourgeois morals and ideologies....We must say frankly, definitely 
_.and loudly that the party apparatus has not fulfilied this task, that. 
. it has revealed a complete incapacity for its double role of protector 
and educator. It has failed. It is bankrupt. 
(The Revolution Betrayed, p. 101) 


He need only have added: It is bourgeois. For such had the Russian Communist 
Party become. The meetings of the Central Committee became more and more like 
cabinet meetings and sessions of parliament in the old capitalist countries. It 
was here that the representatives of Russian capital argued out who should get the 
bigger piece of the pie: the private agriculturalists or the state industrial- 
ists. The working class was not looked upon as the rulers of society, but as the 
producers of the wealth which would be divided amongst the administrators, manag- 
ers, kulaks, and Nepmen. Referring once again to Frankei's article we find in- 
formation corroborating that put forward by Workers!’ Truth in 1922: Frankel 
quotes from E.H. Carr's The Interregnun: 


Mikoyan told the thirteenth party conference in January 1924 of a 
specialist who, on being offered a position in a factory in Kuban, had 
demanded, in addition to various financial bonuses in excess of 
the maximum salary, an apartment of four rooms fully furnished, with 
heating, lighting and a bath; a horse and carriage for himself and 
his family; a two months' leave a year and a two-room summer lodging 
on the Black Sea for his family; and permission to keep a cow in the 
factory grounds. The cooperative which was running the factory agreed 
to these terms--but too late; for the specialist had in the meanWhile 
received a more attractive offer in Moscow. Such experiences were 
said to be quite normal. ‘ 

(The Militant, Dec. 8, 1972, p. 16) 


23 


Indeed, they were, and what else could one expect in a capitalist country. In 
1923 Trotsky wrote the following in The New Course: 


The social contradictions of the revolution are class contradictions. 
What are the fundamental classes of our country?--a) the proletariat, b) 
the peasantry, c) the new bourgeoisie with the layer of bourgeois intel- 
lectuals that covers it.. From the standpoint of economic role and 
political significance, first place belongs to the proletariat organ- 
ized in the state and to the peasantry which provides the agricultural 
products which are dominant in our economy. The new bourgeoisie plays 
principally the role of intermediary between Soviet industry and 
agriculture as well as between the different parts of Soviet industry 
and the different spheres of rural economy. But it does not: confine 
itself to being a commercial intermediary; in part, it also assumes the 
role of organizer of production. 

(The New Course, p. 39) 


Two questions, Comrade Trotsky: How, pray tell, can the proletariat be 

“organized in the state" when the industrial workers have nothing to say about the 
functioning of the state? And, precisely what kind of state is it in which the 
bourgeoisie "assumes the role of organizer of production” if not a capitalist 
state? Pes 


We can see from this passage that the Trotskyist Opposition could offer no 
alternative for the Russian working class. It analysed a state in which the 
bourgeoisie organized production and in which the proletariat had no democratic 
control over anything as a workers’ state! If this wasa workers' state, what was 
capitalism, was no doubt running through the minds of the Russian workers. And | 
rightly so, for Trotsky and his followers totally capitulated to the ideology of 
the new Russian ruling class, an ideology that said that the workers ruled when 
they didn't and that the whole question of workers’ state vs. capitalist state was | 
tied up in planned economy, nationalized industry, and state monopoly of foreigh 
trade. Trotsky's fundamental opposition in the early twenties was that of a 
reformist demanding more attention for the industrial sector of the economy. ‘Thus. 
it should come as no surprise to anyone that Stalin eventually adopted Trotsky's 
economic program lock, stock, and barrel. It should be recalled that the Amer- 
ican Democratic Party adopted the program of the reformist Populist Party, thus 
cutting the ground out from under them also. 


During the early and mid-twenties Russian industry began to develop, and along 
with it grew the power of the state bourgeoisie, whose major political repre- 
sentative was Stalin. The promulgation of "socialism in one country’' was not just 
a revision of Marxism, but the basis for the state capitalist ideology. This 
ideclogy equates state property with socialism, and in a sense is similar to the 
ideology palmed off by Western liberals and conservatives alike that countries like 
Sweden, Denmark, Norway, and even England are socialist, The Stalinists developed 
a "new" proletarian culture to go with their "socialist" state. This culture, 
however, was nothing more than the worst of bourgeois culture. Constantly day 
after day, hour after hour the Russian workers were pelted with the propaganda 
that they lived in a country that was building socialism, a country full of 
socialist realism in art, a country which stood out as the socialist fatherland. 
Nothing would have been further from the truth. All control and power was in 

the hands of the state capitalist bureaucracy and the kulaks and Nepmen. The 
workers had-no say, and were exploited viciously to raise production for the 
ruling class,.ali in the name of building socialism. The Trotskyists, however, 
offered little alternative. They, too, urged the workers to sacrifice and produce 
for the "socialist fatherland." They, however, pointed out that the "socialist — 
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fatherland." They, however, pointed out that the "socialist facher land" was 
deformed and degenerated. However, even if the workers did not know it, even if 
the workers reaped no benefits from it, even if the workers were exploited and 
oppressed, it was still their state. Instead of waging a struggle within the 
working class to overthrow the exploiters and raise the banner of a second October, 
the Trotskyist Opposition chose to wrangle with the capitalists about how best 

to develop “their" (meaning the nation's) industry. 


t about 1923 Soviet industry began to lag behind agriculture even though it 
still continued. to develop. Throughout the period from 1923 to 1928 the Trot- 
skyists refrained from organizing the proletariat in a revolutionary party and 
instead argued with Stalin and Bukharin about industrialization. , While the Rus- 
sian proletariat lay prostrated and exploited before the kulak and the atate 
administrator, the Trotskyists debated with the rulers on how best to carry out 
this exploitation. | 


Finally in 1928 the state. bourgeoisie finally feeling strong enough and realizing 
that unless drastic measures were taken that it would lose its privileged 
position in society to the kulaks and: the free traders, decided to take the 
advice of the Trotskyist Opposi tion. They instituted a virtual civil war a- 
gainst the kulaks which represented a political revolution in which the state 
capitalist sector of the bourgeoisie seized complete power from the kulaks and 
the free traders and instituted a planned economy. An economy, however, that was 
not planned in the interests of the workers but in the interests of the ruling 
capitalist stratum, the top managers and administrators. Thus, the Left Opposi- 
tion played the role of Harold Wilson and the British Labor Party who clamor for 
wage controls, only to see them introduced later by the Tories,’ but in a more 
extreme manner than they had quyseaoaeds 


Thus by 1929 the Soviet bureaucracy hed estehYighed itself as the sole se 
class in Russia. The Soviet economy, which will be discussed in another document, 
was essentially capitalist: production was for profit accumulated in the means 
of production for the benefit of a small sector of society, not society as a 
whole. The absurdity of calling the Soviet Union a workers’ state can be seen if 
we quote once again from Trotsky's The Revolution Betrayed: 


In its intermediary and regulating function, its concern to maintain 
social ranks, and its exploitation of the state apparatus for personal 
goals, the Soviet bureaucracy is similar to every other bureaucracy, 
especially the fascist. But it is also in a vast way different. In no 
other regime has a bureaucracy achieved such a degree of independence 
from the dominating class. In bourgeois society, the bureaucracy rep- 
resents the interests of a possessing and educated class, which has at 
its disposal innumerable means of everyday control over its adminis- 
tration of affairs. The Soviet bureaucracy has risen above a class 
which is hardly emerging from destitution and darkness, and has no 
tradition of dominion or command. Whereas the fascists, when they 
find themselves in power, are united with the bourgeoisie by bonds of com- 
mon interest, friendship, marriage, etc., the Soviet bureaucracy takes 
on bourgeois customs without having beside it a national bourgeoisie. 
In this sense we cannot deny that it is something more than a 
bureaucracy. It is in the full sense of the word the sole privileged 
and commanding stratum in the Soviet society. 
( The Revolution Betrayed, pp. 248-249) 


While Trotsky is forced to admit that the Soviet bureaucracy stands above 
the proletariat and is the sole commanding stratum in Soviet society, he still 
cannot bring himself to admit that it is a ruling class. In the next paragraph he 
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points out that the means of production are owned by the state and that the 
state is owned by the bureaucracy. This he says: 


1. creates a new and hitherto unknown relation between the bureaucracy 
and the riches of the nation. 


( Ibtd., p. 249) 


Trotsky cannot get off so easily in playing the neophyte. The relationship of 
the bureaucracy to the means of production is not new, and it is not unknown. It 
is the relationship of a capitalist class to the means of producation. The 
relationship of a class which owns and operates the means of production in its 
own interests and exploits the workers who produce the wealth by paying them only 
a small fraction of the value that they produce and expropriating the rest and 
accumulating the bulk of it in the means of production. We will deal more 
thoroughly with this question in The Economy of State Capitaliem. 


In conclusion we wish to answer a question posed by Trotsky in The Revolutton 
Betrayed: 


Why, from 1917 to 1921, when the old ruling classes were still fighting 
with weapons in their hands, when they were actively supported by the 
imperialists of the whole world, when the kulaks in arms were sabotaging 
the army and food supplies of the country,--why was it possible to 
dispute openly and fearlessly in the party about the most critical 
questions of policy? Why now, after the cessation of intervention, 
after the shattering of the exploiting classes, after the indubitable 
successes of industrialization, after the collectivization of the 
overwhelming majority of the peasants, is it impossible to permit the 
slightest word of criticism of the unremovable leaders? Why is it that 
any Bolshevik who should demand the calling of the congress of the 
party in accordance with its constitution would be immediately ex- 
pelled, any citizen who expressed out loud a doubt of the infallibility 
of Stalin would be tried and convicted almost as though a participant in 
a terrorist plot? Whence this terrible, monstrous and unbearable 
intensity of repression and of the police apparatus? 

( Ibid., p. 108) 


The answer, Comrade Trotsky, is simple: From 1917 to 1921, Russia was a country 
living under the dictatorship of the proletariat. After that time it lived under 
the dictatorship of capital. The events outlined are nothing more nor less than 
the expression of the unbridled tyranny of capitalist dictatorship. 


And finally a question for Comrade Trotsky, or more precisely for the Comrades 
Trotskyists: Why is it that those who proclaimed the Bolshevik program of trade 
union control of the economy in 1919 were good Bolsheviks, while those who 
proclaimed the same program in 1921 were petty bourgeois anarcho~syndicalists? 
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